Abstract: This paper extends the reporting of contemporary use of the Spiritual Health and Life-Orientation Measure (SHALOM), which provides flexibility to researchers, enabling them to choose the version of the instrument that best suits the cohort under investigation. SHALOM was built on a solid theoretical foundation, provided by the Four Domains Model of Spiritual Health/Well-Being. It comprises 20 items that assess spiritual well-being, as reflected in the quality of relationships that each person has with themselves, others, the environment, and/or with God. Summary results are reported from 30 recent studies. SHALOM provides a unique form of assessment that is statistically stronger than just assessing lived experiences, in that spiritual harmony/dissonance is studied by comparing each person's "lived experiences" with her/his "ideals" for spiritual well-being. SHALOM has been sought for use with hundreds of studies in 29 languages, in education, healthcare and wider community. A generic form of SHALOM was developed to expand the Transcendental domain to include more than God. However, recent studies have shown that relating with God is most important for spiritual well-being. The best version of SHALOM to assess spiritual well-being depends on the needs of the clients/participants and the project goals of the researcher. This will involve a selection between the original form of Spiritual Well-Being Questionnaire-SHALOM for comparison with other measures and investigation of characteristics influencing spiritual well-being; or the dissonance method for spiritual care; and either the original or the generic version of SHALOM for use with non-religious/secular participants.
Introduction
Many, if not most, papers about it say that, "Spirituality is hard, if not impossible, to define." It is difficult to declare the exact meaning or scope of spirituality. However, that is also the case for concepts such as "love" and "beauty", but people still use these terms as if they agree on what they mean. With spirituality, people have attempted to describe its properties in various ways, including outlining the historical contexts in which the term has been used [1], epistemologically [2, 3] , or by type [4] .
When the positive psychological construct of well-being is added to spiritual aspects of humanity, there is potential for greater confusion. However, the National Interfaith Coalition on Aging's (NICA) framework definition of spiritual well-being (SWB), as "the affirmation of life in a relationship with God, self, community and environment that nurtures and celebrates wholeness" [5] , was supported by an intensive qualitative study, which provided an expanded description of spiritual health as:
A, if not the, fundamental dimension of people's overall health and well-being, permeating and integrating all the other dimensions of health (i.e., physical, mental, emotional, social and vocational). oneness with God, peace with God, prayer life." Responses are given on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 = very low to 5 = very high. Exploratory factor analyses strongly supported the four domains of SWB, which also cohered into a single higher-order factor labelled spiritual well-being [27] .
SHALOM is actually two instruments in one. Two responses per item were gleaned for the Spiritual Health measure (which assesses "lived experience") And the Life-Orientation Measure (which assesses "ideals" for spiritual well-being). The difference between the ideals and lived experience scores was used to investigate the level of spiritual harmony/dissonance, as a basis for pastoral care.
Before SHALOM was developed, all but one of reported quantitative SWB studies had been undertaken with adults and older youth, who were mainly in universities. Apart from the desire to produce a spiritual health/well-being measure for use with young people, it was asserted that development of a measure that had language that was meaningful to young people should also be useful for a wide range of adults. Subsequent studies with secondary school students, together with university students and church attenders were used to show that the SWBQ, the lived experience sector of SHALOM, had good reliability, with Cronbach's alpha, composite reliability and variance extracted. The SWBQ also has good construct, concurrent, discriminant and predictive validity, and also shows factorial independence from personality [27] . Further analyses revealed "general support for the psychometric properties of the SWBQ from an Item Response Theory (IRT) perspective" [28] , making this instrument the first of only three spiritual well-being questionnaires to report IRT [29, 30] . "Multi-group factor analysis also [showed] gender equivalencies for the SWBQ" [31] .
Applications of the SWBQ-SHALOM
Since its development in 1999, the SWBQ-SHALOM has been sought for use in hundreds of studies in 29 languages. However, only a minority of those requests have so far resulted in publications from completed projects, many of which are still in the planning and data-gathering stages. The best of intentions can also be way-laid for a variety of reasons, including changes in priorities or employment during the project; lack of funding or other support for the project; inclement health by researcher or family member; political influence such as "separation of church and state" in the USA; search for culturally-specific content. Using such specific measures has disadvantages in that the results cannot be compared with those in other groups. Moberg has emphasised the need to "combine particularistic and universal strategies for clinical assessments and scientific research in SWB" [14] .
The SWBQ-SHALOM is a measure that has shown its general applicability in a wide range of settings. Summary findings have previously been reported from 28 projects, which employed the original 20-item form of SHALOM, and from another three that used variations on the original. Several studies were mentioned there in which only total scores for SWB, not the individual factor scores, were used [25] . Findings from another 30 recent studies using the complete measure are listed in Table 1 . A cursory inspection of means between the two batches of results using SHALOM showed: For School students-comparable values for each domain across the two samples, with variations on Transcendental SWB by religious affiliation, but students' scores were lower than those reported by school staff.
For University students-the more religious students in the second batch scored higher on Environmental and Transcendental SWB.
In Health settings, providers scored higher than patients on each domain. In Churches-it was not surprising to note that those in religious orders scored higher on Transcendental SWB than church attenders.
In Business-there appears to be a marked cultural variation, with people from Puerto Rico outscoring others on each domain of SWB.
In Community-domestic violence victims from South Africa reported a stronger relationship with God (Transcendental SWB) than did others.
Alternative Versions of the SWBQ SHALOM was built on the four domains model of spiritual health/well-being from which twelve items were selected to represent each domain, being reduced to the five items with highest item-total correlation. No instrument can give an absolute measure of SWB. However, in order to check the consistency, or otherwise, of responses using different items, a second set of five items per domain were extracted from the same cohort as for the original SHALOM to form another psychometrically sound measure called SWBQ2 [61] . As their items varied, it was not surprising to find that the factor scores varied between SHALOM and SWBQ2 for Personal, Communal and Environmental SWB, but not the Transcendental domain, due to positive and negative variations between schools cancelling each other on this factor (see Table 2 ).
An additional alternative version of the SWBQ-SHALOM employed a scale score from 1 to 6 [24] . Two further researchers only used selected items from the total 20-item instrument [62, 63] and one more used the total score instead of factor scores [64] . The above results show that using different scale scores or adding, subtracting, or modifying any of the five items in each of the four domains of SHALOM yields different instruments, results from which cannot be compared with other studies using the original SHALOM, with its 20 items and 5-point Likert scale. They should therefore be given different names.
Generic Version of SHALOM
At conferences, three people made comments that SHALOM was too God-oriented, even though the word was only mentioned in three of the twenty items in SHALOM, in contrast to, for example, the ten times in the 20 items in the Spiritual Well Being Survey [66] . It appears that what these people were really saying is that they would only be happy with no reference to God, in accord with their world-view. This limited view of the world does not fit with most Western civilisations, where census data show that a majority of the populace claim adherence to God-based religions [67] . Traditional Western views of spirituality arose from religious studies, especially in the Catholic Church [68] .
Many authors concur with Seaward's view, "Although spirituality and religion are separate but related concepts that often overlap, it is inconceivable to separate the concept of spirituality from the divine aspect of the universe" ( [69] , p. 77). That notwithstanding, in light of the claim of theistic bias levelled at the existing SHALOM, four of the five original Transcendental factor items had the words "God", "Divine" and "Creator" replaced by the word "Transcendent". In the revised version, respondents were presented with the statement, "When people believe their lives are influenced by SomeOne or SomeThing beyond the human and natural worlds, they use different words". To effect the instruction for participants to "Please choose one of the following to show what best describes the supernatural influence in your life", eighteen alternatives were provided, namely "Allah, Angel/s, Buddha, Deceased person, Deity/deities, Divine, Fate, Father God, Gaia, God, Heaven, Higher power, Higher self, Mystery, Otherness, Presence, Something there, Universe/universal spirit," or respondents could indicate "Not an area in which I believe" (see results in Table 2 ). The "Tao" was inadvertently omitted from the list, although no respondents in that study indicated Taoism as their preferred religion/world-view from 26 alternatives provided. Tao has now been added to the generic version of SHALOM.
Confirmatory factor analyses revealed that the modified, generic form of SHALOM showed acceptable model fit, comprising four clearly delineated domains of spiritual well-being. Of particular interest was the finding that the modified Transcendental domain of spiritual well-being holds together well statistically and provides the greatest explanation of variance in spiritual well-being overall [65, 70] , as has been shown with the original version of SHALOM [61, 71, 72] and in a junior spiritual well-being questionnaire called "Feeling Good, Living Life" [73] . Those respondents who indicated relating with God as their Transcendent revealed that this relationship enhances relationships with themselves and other people more strongly than that done by alternative religious or non-religious Transcendents, or none [65] . This study and others have shown that relating with God is most important for spiritual well-being [61, 71, 72] . Thus, it appears that NICA correctly listed God first in their description of SWB [5] . It is also interesting to note that ninety per cent of 260 available multi-item measures of spirituality/well-being reported items assessing relationship with God [20] . It is important to note that removal of God from any study would leave only humanistic, existential well-being. For example, this would be the case if the ten items on Religious well-being (querying relationship with God) were removed from the Spiritual Well-Being Survey then only ten items on Existential well-being would remain [66] . It is valid then to question whether any study that deletes God is truly a measure of spiritual well-being.
Although some words have been changed in it (see Section 3 above), the modified SHALOM can be employed in future studies as a generic measure of spiritual well-being across a variety of worldviews, because the inherent structure of the instrument remains intact. However, the nature of the cohort under investigation should determine which version of SHALOM is used, not the world-view of the investigators.
Spiritual Harmony/Dissonance
Almost all available spirituality/well-being measures [20] only seek a single response to indicate respondents' level of lived experience on items/factors investigated by the nominated scales. Instruments developed by Fisher [26, 65, 74] use a novel technique, in that they compare each person's "lived experience" with their "ideals" for spiritual well-being. In other words, each person becomes the standard against which they are measured, rather than being compared or grouped by using some arbitrary norm. The difference between the "ideals" and "lived experience" score indicates the level of harmony or dissonance in each domain. This is a fairer approach of assessing spiritual well-being because each person is allowed to view each term in light of their own understanding of it, rather than having their view compared with someone else's.
Analyses have shown that using dissonance scores for each of the 20 items in SHALOM actually provides a statistically stronger instrument than just using the "lived experience" scores, as is done in other spirituality measures [61] . The dissonance technique thus provides a better measure of quality of relationships in the four domains, which reflect spiritual well-being. An application of this technique, in a recent web survey using SHALOM, revealed that "spiritual harmony shared the strongest relationship with mental health when compared to any other variable used in this study" ( [24] , p. 84). This finding applied equally well to the religious and secular participants in that study. Dissonance, referred to as "spiritual incongruence", was found to be a significant predictor of burnout among Buddhist chaplains [51] .
Dissonance scores generated using SHALOM can provide carers with insight into their clients' spiritual well-being in the four domains assessed. For example, secondary school students with large dissonance scored lower on the Oxford Happiness Inventory, higher on psychoticism (assessed using the Junior Eysenck Personality Questionnaire-Revised), and reported less help from God, parents and self for developing spiritual well-being. As teachers and religious leaders were not implicated in the lower levels of help, they need to be aware of the supporters who are, in order to aid the holistic development of their students [75] . Such insights can be invaluable to carers such as teachers, chaplains and those in aged and palliative care. However, these spiritual nurturers need appropriate training and experience in this area to become aware of their clients' needs and to adequately help their clients, as previous studies have shown that carers' lived experience influences how well they provide spiritual care [76, 77] .
Truncated Version of SHALOM?
A few researchers are looking for quick and easy ways to assess spiritual health/well-being. Considerable effort has recently been expended investigating 26 studies that have employed the full 20-item version of SHALOM, with a total of 30,514 participants, to see if SHALOM could be reduced in size, whilst maintaining its integrity.
Item-total correlations were inspected for the five items in each of the four domains comprising SHALOM. At the outset, it needs to be noted that each of the items showed large (> 0.5) correlational values in each factor, within the 26 studies for which full data were available.
In the Personal domain, the two items which consistently showed highest item-total correlational values were "inner peace" and "joy in life" followed closely by "meaning in life". Although "a sense of identity" and "self-awareness" trailed the field equally, they were still statistically strong items in this domain. Theoretically, according to the Four Domains model of SH/SWB, these latter two items are key elements of relationship with oneself.
In the Communal domain, the two items that consistently showed highest correlational values were "kindness towards other people" and "respect for others", with "trust between individuals" a close third, followed by "forgiveness towards others" and "a love of other people". All were still statistically strong items in this domain. Forgiveness and love are also strong features, which theoretically reflect quality of relationships with other people.
In the Environmental domain, the three items with highest correlational values were "oneness with nature", "connection with nature" and "harmony with the environment", followed by "a sense of 'magic' in the environment" and "awe at a breathtaking view". Once again, all were still statistically strong items in this domain. The wording of the first three items was sufficiently similar to yield strong correlations. The last two items reflected different aspects of relationship with the environment.
In the Transcendental domain, the three items with highest correlational values were "oneness with God", "peace with God" and "worship of the Creator", followed closely by "personal relationship with the Divine/God" and "prayer life". All were remarkably strong statistically, with average item-total correlation values exceeding 0.9. The last two items are theoretically paramount in terms of relationship with God.
Exploratory factor analyses were performed to test the underlying structure of each of the four factors, beginning with the 5-item sets, reducing to 3, then 2. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test of sampling adequacy requires 0.6 as a minimum for good factor analysis [78] . The 5-item factors showed highest KMO values, all at 0.80 and above (shown in bold in Table 3 ), whereas the 3-item factors were weaker, especially in the Personal and Communal factors, with KMO values less than 0.7 (see Table 3 ). The 2-item "factors" were completely inadequate with KMO values of only 0.5. Retention of the three items with highest item-total correlations for each factor yielded an improved percentage of variance explained, which would be expected. More importantly, however, lower KMO values, indicating less favourable measures, resulted from deletion of two items per factor. The significant loss in perspective regarding spiritual health/well-being that would be attained does not warrant removal of any of these items. In effect, saving approximately two to three minutes in completion of the questionnaire would markedly reduce the depth of understanding revealed by respondents' perspectives and life experiences related to spiritual well-being. Conclusion, "Take the extra time. It is definitely worth it!" Justice cannot be done to a complex construct such as SH/WB by attempting to assess it with a few, or even a handful of, items [20] .
Limitations
While many of the studies provided results of exploratory factor analyses and some alpha values for factors, only a small number reported confirmatory factor analyses [35, 37, 56, 61] . It would be beneficial if each study that used SHALOM provided results of confirmatory factor analyses to further validate this instrument in the wide range of settings and countries in which it is being used. This would provide additional confidence for other researchers comparing results from their studies with those reported here and previously [25] .
Conclusions
Spiritual well-being is a complex issue which cannot be adequately addressed in a few words, nor can it be adequately assessed using instruments with only a few items. This paper has reviewed the contemporary use of a 20-item spiritual well-being questionnaire called SHALOM. Although it must be stressed that 20 items cannot provide an exhaustive assessment of spiritual well-being, this instrument has been shown to be a sound statistical measure within a variety of age groups in a good range of nations.
The "lived experience" component of SHALOM can be favourably compared with other standard measures of spirituality/well-being, although SHALOM differs from them in that it uses the same number of items in each of its four domains, thus not privileging any one domain over the others. As a growing number of studies are reporting their findings using SHALOM, it is becoming increasingly useful as a database upon which to compare other studies using a single-response technique.
However, SHALOM uses the unique double-response technique of comparing each person's "lived experience" with their "ideals" for SWB. This a fairer approach to assessing spiritual well-being as it has been shown that the difference in scores between the "ideals" and "lived experiences", called "spiritual harmony/dissonance", provides a statistically stronger measure than using only "lived experience", which is what other measures employ. This dissonance technique is very useful for spiritual carers to gain insight into their clients' spiritual needs.
As each person is compared with themselves, in each domain, if they score low on both ideals and lived experience in any domain, they do not reveal any spiritual dissonance therein. This notion of spiritual harmony (statistical opposite of dissonance) applied equally well to religious and secular participants in a study employing the original version of SHALOM [24] . Nevertheless, a few non-religious people objected to the use of "God"-words in the Transcendental domain items. These words have been modified to provide a generic version of SHALOM, which is not quite as statistically robust as the original form. The question was also raised as to whether studies deleting God could be considered "spiritual".
In keeping with the title of this paper, the best version of SHALOM to assess spiritual well-being depends on the needs of the clients/participants and the project goals of the researcher. This will involve a selection between the original form of SWBQ-SHALOM for comparison with other measures and investigation of characteristics influencing SWB; or the dissonance method for spiritual care; and either the original or the generic version of SHALOM for use with non-religious/secular participants.
Conflicts of Interest:
The author declares no conflict of interest.
Abbreviations
The following abbreviations are used in this manuscript: 
